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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 26 and 27 are objected to because of the following informalities: Both 
claims 26 and 27 recite a list including "the central area, the center region, and the 
center point." As the list is not in the alternative fashion, and the central area 
encompasses the central region and both the central area and the central region 
encompass the central point, the claim is interpreted to mean the central point and the 
region and area surrounding it (which amounts to anywhere centrally located on the 
device). If the applicant intends the claim to not be in the alternative, no correction is 
required, otherwise inserting an "or" into both claims would solve the problem. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1 9-22, 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
US Patent Application 2002/0194906 to Anthony Goodwin et al. (Goodwin). 

Regarding Claim 19, Goodwin discloses a sensor for measuring the viscosity of a 
liquid, comprising: at least one piezoelectric component configured as a resonator 
(Goodwin, resonator 32); at least one first starting electrode situated on a sensitive 
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surface of the sensor (Goodwin, electrodes 46); at least one second starting electrode 
(Goodwin, electrodes 46); and at least one heating electrode provided for heating the 
liquid to be measured (Goodwin, page 6, claim 17). Goodwin discloses that the 
resonator is a piezoelectric element in paragraphs 26 and 45 of his disclosure. 

Regarding Claim 20, Goodwin discloses the at least one heating electrode is 
situated on or next to the sensitive surface of the sensor (Goodwin, figure 6, heating 
electrode 65). 

Regarding Claim 21 , Goodwin discloses the at least one heating electrode is 
configured in one piece with the at least one first starting electrode (Goodwin, figure 6). 

Regarding Claim 22, Goodwin discloses the at least one heating electrode spans 
a surface area of the sensor having a central area (Goodwin, figure 6), and wherein the 
central area includes a center region, and wherein the center region includes a center 
point. Goodwin's heating electrode spans an area of the sensor surface. Goodwin's 
heating electrode also has a central area, where the central area has a central region 
and a center point, as do all quadrilaterals. Goodwin's heaters are arranged 
approximately symmetrically across the surface of the sensor, and operate at the same 
temperature, therefore making an approximately uniform temperature distribution in an 
operating temperature range (Goodwin, figure 6). 

Regarding Claim 28, Goodwin discloses a temperature measuring sensor 
(Goodwin, heat gauge 67). 

Regarding Claim 29, Goodwin discloses the at least one heating electrode is 
incorporated in the temperature measuring sensor (Goodwin, paragraph 41). 
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Regarding Claim 30, Goodwin discloses at least one of the at least one first 
starting electrode, the at least one second starting electrode, and the at least one 
heating electrode is coated with an insulation layer (Goodwin, paragraph 45). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 23, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Goodwin in view of US Patent 5,958,269 to Makoto Suzuki et al. (Suzuki). 

Regarding Claims 23, 24, and 25 Goodwin discloses a sensor, but does not 
explicitly disclose that the heating electrode has a meandering shape or that a 
resistance per unit length of the at least one heating electrode varies for at least two 
areas of the at least one heating electrode, or that the at least one heating electrode 
has at least two areas of different cross section. 

Suzuki discloses that the heating electrode has a meandering shape (Suzuki, 
figure 3) and that a resistance per unit of length of the at least one heating electrode 
varies for at least two areas of the at least one heating electrode (Suzuki figure 3) and 
that the at least one heating electrode has at least two areas of different cross sections 
(Suzuki, figure 3) and that the resistance per unit of length of the at least one heating 
electrode varies as a function of distance from one of the central area, the center 
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region, and the center point (Suzuki, figure 3), and that the resistance per unit of length 
of the at least one heating electrode increases with distance from one of the central 
area, the center region, and the center point, toward an edge of the surface area of the 
sensor (Suzuki, figure 3). 

It would have been obvious to modify Goodwin by employing a meandering 
shape heating element since Suzuki teaches the use of a meandering shaped heating 
element in a fluid processing system. Furthermore, the Court held that a modification 
which involved a mere change in shape is a matter of choice, which a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have found obvious. In Re Dailey, 357 F.2D 669. 149 
USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). See MPEP 2144.04. 

3. Claims 31 -35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Goodwin with teachings from US Patent Application Publication 20060010964 to 
Douglas Sparks et al. (Sparks). 

Regarding Claim 31 , Goodwin discloses a method for measuring the viscosity of 
a liquid, comprising: contacting at least one sensitive surface of a sensor with the liquid 
to be measured (Goodwin, paragraph36); inducing the sensor to oscillate by applying 
an alternating voltage to the sensor (Goodwin, paragraph 39); and ascertaining a 
viscosity value of the liquid from values of electrical parameters measured by the sensor 
(Goodwin, paragraph 27). 

Goodwin does not explicitly disclose that the heating electrode is used to 
ascertain the viscosity value of the liquid. 
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Sparks, however, discloses heating the liquid by a heating electrode in the area 
of the sensitive surface (Sparks, paragraph 32). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of Sparks with the method of Goodwin because 
Sparks device has a fast response speed and requires a smaller sample (Sparks 
paragraph 7). 

Regarding Claim 32, Goodwin discloses measuring the temperature of the liquid 
(Goodwin, heat gauge 67). 

Regarding Claim 33, Goodwin discloses that upon reaching a predefined 
temperature, the heating of the liquid is interrupted, the electrical parameters are 
measured, and the viscosity value of the liquid is ascertained (Goodwin, paragraph 41). 

Regarding Claim 34, Goodwin discloses that the viscosity value of the liquid is 
ascertained for a plurality of predefined temperatures (Goodwin, figure 10). 

Regarding Claim 35, Goodwin discloses that a curve of the liquid's viscosity 
plotted against the temperature is generated based on the viscosity values of the liquid 
ascertained at the plurality of predefined temperatures (Goodwin, figure 10). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07/07/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Applicant argues that Goodwin does not disclose a resonator that 
includes a piezoelectric component, Goodwin discloses a piezoelectric component in 
paragraphs 26 and 25. Applicant appears to be arguing that there is no motivation to 
combine Goodwin with teachings from Suzuki, however, it would have been obvious to 
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modify Goodwin by employing a meandering shape heating element since Suzuki 
teaches the use of a meandering shaped heating element in a fluid processing system. 
Furthermore, the Court held that a modification which involved a mere change in shape 
is a matter of choice, which a person of ordinary skill in the art would have found 
obvious. In Re Dailey, 357 F.2D 669. 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966). See MPEP 
2144.04. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 31-35 are have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 26 and 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The prior art does not show a sensor as disclosed in claims 19-22 and 24 that 
also includes a variation in the resistance per unit of length in the at least one heating 
electrodes as a function of distance from one of the central area, the center region and 
the center point. The prior art also does not show a sensor as disclosed in claims 19-22 
and 24 where the resistance per unit length of the at least one heating electrode 
increases with distance from one of the central area, the center region and the center 
point, toward an edge of the surface area. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gunnar J. Gissel whose telephone number is (571)274- 
341 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 7:30AM-5:00PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hezron Williams can be reached on (571)272-2208. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/GJG/ 



11/13/2008 
/Hezron Williams/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2856 



